This Page is Inserted by IFW Wmiag a»i ^mim 
Operations and is not part of the Official Record 

BEST AVAILABLE I»4AGI^ 

Defective images wifliiii this doemmt m accurate ii^»resa««*« rfAe mgtoal 
documents submitted by the applicairt. 

Defects in the images include but are not limited to the items checked: 

□ black BORDERS 

□ IMAGE CUT OFF AT TOP, BOTTOM OR SIDES 

□ FADED TEXT OR DRAWING 

□ BLURRED ORBLLEGIBLE TEXT ORDRAWING 

□ SKEWED/SLANTED IMAGES - 

□ COLOR OR BLACK AND WHITE PHOTOGRAPHS 

□ GRAY SCALE DOCUMENTS 

□ LINES OR MARKS ON ORIGINAL DOCUMENT 

□ MEFERENCE(S) OR EXH1BIT(S) SUBMITTED ABE POCm QUALTrY 

□ OTHER: . ■ ' " 

IMAGES ARE BEST AVAILABLE COPYo ^ 

As rescanning these documents will not correct the image 

problems checked, please do not report tbese proWems to 
the IFW Image Problem Mailbox, 



United States Patent and Trademark Office 



UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
United States Patent and Trademark Office 

Address: COMMISSIONER FOR PATENTS 
P.O. Box 1450 

Alexandria, Virginia 223 1 3-1450 
www.uspto.gov 



APPLICATION NO. 



FILING DATE 



FIRST NAMED INVENTOR 



ATTORNEY DOCKET NO. 



CONFIRMATION NO. 



10/015,267 



12/12/2001 



7590 



1 1/03/2004 



Diggers & Ohanian PLLC 
5 Scarlet Ridge 
Austin, TX 78737 



Michael Wayne Brown 



AUS920010821US1 



1757 



EXAMINER 



ELAHEE, MD S 



ART UNIT 



PAPER NUMBER 



2645 

DATE MAILED: 11/03/2004 



Please find below and/or attached an Office communication concerning this apphcation or proceeding. 



PTO-90C (Rev. 10/03) 



Office Action Summary 


Application No. 

10/015,267 


Appiicant(s) 

BROWN ETAL 


Examiner 

Md S Elahee 


Art Unit 

26<5 
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A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 03 MONTH(S) FROM 
THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

1. This action is responsive to an amendment filed on 08/09/04. Claims 1-30 and 40-52 are 
pending. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-30 and 40-52 have been considered but 
are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection which is deemed appropriate to address all of 
needs at this time. 

Claim Objections 

3, Claims 8, 19 and 30 are objected to because of the following informalities: regarding 
claims 8, 19 and 30, the limitation 'said destination device is enabled to adjust output according 
to said identifier for said preferred callee' lacks antecedent basis. The limitation is not disclosed 
in the original specification. Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

4, The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 



5. Claims 1, 4, 11, 12, 15, 22, 26, 50 and 51 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Gallick (U.S. Patent No. 6,678,359). 
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Regarding claim 1, Gallick teaches detecting, at a server (i.e. origin device), a speech 
(i.e., voice utterance) of an answering called party (i.e., callee) from the called party terminal 
(i.e., destination device) (fig.l, fig.6; col.3, lines 12-53, col.6, lines 3-14, 27-59, col.7, lines 1-6). 
(Note; since feature server is sending a call set up message from calling party to called party, 
therefore, the server is an origin device (see fig.6)) 

Gallick fiirther teaches identifying, at the server, an answering called party associated 
with the speech, such that the answering called party identity is transmittable as an authenticated 
identity of the answering called party for a call (fig.l, fig.6; col.3, lines 12-53, col.6, lines 3-14, 
27-59, col.7, lines 1-6). 

Regarding claims 4, 15 and 26, Gallick teaches extracting speech sample from the voice 
utterance (col.2, lines 9-11, col,3, lines 12-53, col.6, Hnes 3-14; 'sample' reads on the claim 
'characteristics'). 

Gallick further teaches comparing the speech sample to stored voice sample on file for 
identifying the answering called party (col.3, lines 44-49; 'voice sample on file' reads on the 
claim 'a plurality of voice samples stored' and 'the answering called party' reads on the claim 'a 
plurality of callees'). 

Regarding claims 1 1 and 22, Gallick teaches that the answering called party identity 
comprises at least one from among an answering called party name, an answering called party 
location, a subject of the call, and a device identification (col.6, lines 3-14, 27-59; 'answering 
party' reads on the claim 'callee'). 
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Regarding claim 12 is rejected for the same reasons as discussed above with respect to 
claim 1. Furthermore, Gallick teaches a server (i.e. origin device) connected to a telephone 
network (fig.l). 

Regarding claim 23 is rejected for the same reasons as discussed above with respect to 
claim 1. Furthermore, Gallick teaches database (col4, lines 40-49; 'database' reads on the claim 
'recording medium'). 

Regarding claim 50 is rejected for the same reasons as discussed above with respect to 
claim 23. Furthermore, Gallick teaches enabling output of the authenticated identity from the 
server (i.e. origin device) such that a caller accessing server is informed of an identity of the 
answering called party (col.3, lines 44-53, col.6, Unes 3-14, 27-59; 'answering called party' reads 
on the claim 'callee'). 

Regarding claim 51, Gallick teaches comparing the speech sample with at least one voice 
sample on file stored at the server (col.3, lines 44-49; 'speech sample' reads on the claim 'voice 
utterance' and 'voice sample on file' reads on the claim 'voice imprint'). 

Gallick further teaches authenticating the identity of the answering called party according 
to an answering called party identification stored in association with a voice sample on file 
responsive to matching the voice utterance with the at least one voice sample on file (col.3, lines 
44-53, col.6, lines 3-14, 27-59). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
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having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

7. Claims 2, 8, 13, 19, 24 and 30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Gallick (U.S. Patent No. 6,678,359) and in view of Bartholomew et al. (U.S. Patent No. 
6,167,119). 

Regarding claims 2, 13 and 24, Gallick does not specifically teach "prompting said callee, 
from said origin device, to provide said voice utterance". Bartholomew teaches instructing the 
answering party, from the IP 23 (i.e. 'origin device' includes telephone, central office, IP 23), to 
provide the input speech (fig.l; col. 14, lines 9-52, col.43, lines 36-67, col.44, lines 1-12; 
'instructing' reads on the claim 'prompting', 'answering party' reads on the claim 'callee' and 
'input speech' reads on the claim 'voice utterance'). Thus, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify Gallick to allow prompting 
the callee from the origin device, to provide the voice utterance as taught by Bartholomew. The 
motivation for the modification is to have the prompt in order to provide an option to verify 
identification of the called party. 

Regarding claims 8, 19 and 30, Gallick teaches enabling the caller to identify a preferred 
answering called party at the server (col.3, lines 12-53, col.6, lines 3-14). 

Gallick does not specifically teach "transferring an identifier for said preferred callee to 
said destination device, wherein destination device is enabled to adjust output according to said 
identifier for said preferred callee". Bartholomew teaches providing an identifier for the 
preferred answering party to the destination central office switch, wherein destination central 
office switch is enabled to load subscriber profile information according to the identifier for the 
preferred answering party (fig.l; col. 14, lines 9-52, col.43, lines 3-67, col.44, lines 1-12; 
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'providing' reads on the claim 'transferring', 'answering party' reads on the claim 'callee', 
'destination central office switch' reads on the claim 'destination device' and 'load subscriber 
profile information' reads on the claim 'adjust output'). Thus, it would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify Gallick to allow 
transferring an identifier for the preferred callee to the destination device, wherein destination 
device is enabled to adjust output according to the identifier for the preferred callee as taught by 
Bartholomew. The motivation for the modification is to have the prompt in order to provide 
more information to verify identification of the called party. 

8. Claims 3, 14 and 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Gallick (U.S. Patent No. 6,678,359) and in view of McAllister (U.S. Patent No. 6, 101,242). 

Regarding claims 3, 14 and 25, Gallick fails to teach "prompting said callee to enter an 
additional input to verify said callee identity". McAllister teaches prompting the called party for 
one or more repeat attempts (col.34, lines 1-61; 'called party' reads on the claim 'callee' and 'for 
one or more repeat attempts' reads on the claim 'enter an additional input to verify said callee 
identity'). Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify GaUick to allow prompting the callee to enter an additional input 
as taught by McAllister. The motivation for the modification is to have the prompt in order to 
provide more information to verify identification of the called party. 

9. Claims 5, 6, 16, 17, 27 and 28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Gallick (U.S. Patent No. 6,678,359) and in view of Timonen et al. (U.S. Pub. No. 
2002/0058494). 
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Regarding claims 5, 16 and 27, Gallick fails to teach "transmitting said voice utterance to 
a third party device via a network". Timonen teaches transmitting the identification data to a 
third party device via a network (fig.3; page 6, paragraphs 0055, 0056; 'identification data' reads 
on the claim 'voice utterance'). Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was made to modify Gallick to allow transmitting the voice utterance 
to a third party device via a network as taught by Timonen. The motivation for the modification 
is to have doing so in order to provide authentication of the party. 

Gallick fails to teach "receiving said callee identity from said third party device". 
Timonen teaches receiving the party identity from the third party device (fig. 3; page 6, 
paragraphs 0055, 0056; 'party identity' reads on the claim 'callee identity'). Thus, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify 
Gallick to allow receiving said callee identity from the third party device as taught by Timonen. 
The motivation for the modification is to have doing so in order to provide the identity of the 
authenticated party. 

Regarding claims 6, 17 and 28, Gallick fails to teach "requesting a voice sample for said 
particular callee from a third party device accessible via a network". Timonen teaches requesting 
the identification data for the particular party to a third party device via a network (fig. 3; page 6, 
paragraphs 0055, 0056; 'identification data' reads on the claim 'voice sample' and 'party' reads 
on the claim 'callee'). Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to modify Gallick to allow requesting a voice sample for the 
particular callee from a third party device accessible via a network as taught by Timonen. The 
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motivation for the modification is to have doing so in order to provide authentication of the 
party. 

Gallick fails to teach "receiving said voice sample for said particular callee for enabling 
authenticating of said callee identity". Timonen teaches receiving the identification data for the 
particular party for enabling authenticating of the party identity (fig.3; page 6, paragraphs 0055, 
0056; 'identification data' reads on the claim 'voice sample' and 'party' reads on the claim 
'callee'). Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify Gallick to allow receiving the voice sample for the particular 
callee for enabling authenticating of the callee identity as taught by Timonen. The motivation for 
the modification is to have doing so in order to provide the identity of the authenticated party. 
10. Claims 7, 18 and 29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Gallick (U.S. Patent No. 6,678,359) and in view of Silverman et al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,875,240). 

Regarding claims 7 and 18, Gallick fails to teach "displaying said callee identity to said 
caller at said origin device, wherein said caller is enabled to select whether to continue said call 
according to said callee identity". Silverman teaches displaying the called party identification 
information at the end-user device to which the call is routed before the call is answered (col.2, 
lines 26-55; 'the end-user device to which the call is routed before the call is answered' reads on 
the claim 'origin device, wherein said caller is enabled to select whether to continue said call 
according to said callee identity'). Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time the invention was made to modify Gallick to allow displaying the callee 
identity as taught by Silverman. The motivation for the modification is to have the display in 
order to provide the information of the called party. 
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Regarding claim 29, Gallick fails to teach "controlling output of said callee identity to 
said caller at said origin device, wherein said caller is enabled to select whether to continue said 
call according to said callee identity", Silverman teaches displaying the called party 
identification information at the end-user device to which the call is routed before the call is 
answered (col.2, lines 26-55; 'displaying the called party identification information' reads on the 
claim 'controlling output of said callee identity to said caller' and 'the end-user device to which 
the call is routed before the call is answered' reads on the claim 'origin device, wherein said 
caller is enabled to select whether to continue said call according to said callee identity'). Thus, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
modify Gallick to allow displaying the callee identity as taught by Silverman. The motivation for 
the modification is to have the display in order to provide the information of the called party. 
11. Claims 9 and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Gallick 
(U.S. Patent No. 6,678,359) and in view of Baker (U.S. Patent No. 5,533,109). 

Regarding claims 9 and 20, Gallick fails to teach "said origin device is a private exchange 
network". Baker teaches that the calUng party device is a PBX unit (fig.l, fig.2; col.2, lines 26- 
55; ^calling party device' reads on the claim 'origin device' and 'PBX unit' reads on the claim 
'private exchange network'). Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time the invention was made to modify Gallick to allow the origin device as a private 
exchange network as taught by Baker. The motivation for the modification is to have the private 
exchange network in order to provide the multiple users as the calling party. 
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12. Claims 10, 21, 40, 41, 43-46, 48, 49 and 52 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Gallick (U.S. Patent No. 6,678,359) and in view of Kobayashi (U.S. Patent 

No. 6,765,995). 

Regarding claims 10 and 21, Gallick does not specifically teach *said origin device is a 
telephony device". Kobayashi teaches that the telephone set (i.e. origin device) is a telephony 
device (abstract; fig.l, item 101). Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was made to modify Gallick to allow the origin device being a 
telephony device as taught by Kobayashi. The motivation for the modification is to have doing 
so in order to provide automatic response service of voice. 

Regarding claims 40 and 45, Gallick teaches detecting, at a server, a speech (i.e., voice 
utterance) of an answering called party (i.e., caliee) from the called party terminal (i.e., 
destination device) (fig.l, fig.6; col.3, lines 12-53, col.6, Hnes 3-14, 27-59, col. 7, lines 1-6). 

However, It is not clear whether Gallick teaches origin device originating a call that has 
the speech recognition feature. Kobayashi teaches that the telephone set (i.e. origin device) 
originating a call that has the speech recognition feature (abstract; fig.l, item 101; col. 8, hnes 9- 
12, 64-67, col.9, lines 5-11). Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time the invention was made to modify Gallick to allow origin device originating a call 
that has the speech recognition feature so that the caller does not need to pay extra expense or 
time to retrieve the identity of the desired called party from his own softphone terminal instead 
fi-om remote terminal. 
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Gallick further teaches authenticating an identity of the answering called party (i.e., 
callee) from the voice utterance at the voice identification recognizer of server (fig. 1, fig.6; col.3, 
lines 12-53, col.6, lines 3-14, 27-59). 

Gallick further teaches enabling output of the authenticated identity from the server, such 
that a caller accessing server is informed of an identity of the answering called party (fig. 1, fig.4, 
fig.6; col.3, lines 44-53, col.5, lines 30-36, col.6, lines 27-59, col.7, lines 1-6). 

Regarding claims 41 and 46 are rejected for the same reasons as discussed above with 
respect to claim 41. Furthermore, Gallick teaches comparing the voice utterance with at least one 
voice imprint stored at the server (fig.l, fig.6; col.3, lines 12-53, col.6, lines 3-14, 27-59, col.7, 
lines 1-6). 

Gallick further teaches responsive to matching the voice utterance with the at least one 
voice imprint, authenticating the identity of the callee according to a callee identification stored 
in association with the voice imprint (fig.2a, fig.2b; col.3, lines 44-53, col.5, lines 30-36, col.6, 
lines 27-59, col.7, lines 1-6). 

Regarding claims 43 and 48, Gallick teaches displayable output to a graphical user 
interface (col.3, lines 7-12). 

Regarding claims 44 and 49, Gallick teaches that output comprises audio alert (i.e., audio 
output via a speaker) (fig.3, step 3 10; col.3, lines 6-25). 

Regarding claim 52 is rejected for the same reasons as discussed above with respect to 
claim 40. Furthermore, Gallick does not specifically teach a call initiating telephony apparatus. 
Kobayashi teaches a telephone set (i.e. call initiating telephony apparatus) (fig. 1, item 101; col. 8, 
lines 9-12, 64-67). Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
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the invention was made to modify Gallick to allow the origin device being a telephony device as 
taught by Kobayashi. The motivation for the modification is to have doing so in order to open up 
a channel for a call. 

13. Claims 42 and 47 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Gallick 
(U.S. Patent No. 6,678,359) and in view of Kobayashi (U.S. Patent No. 6,765,995) and further in 
view of Gallick et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,167,119). 

Regarding claims 42 and 47 are rejected for the same reasons as discussed above with 
respect to claim 41. Furthermore, Gallick in view of Kobayashi fails to teach "accessing at least 
one voice imprint from a third party server". Gallick teaches inherently accessing at least one 
pattern information from the poUce (coL43, lines 36-67, col.44, lines 1-12; 'pattern information' 
reads on the claim 'with at least one voice imprint' and 'police' reads on the claim 'third party 
server'). Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify Gallick in view of Kobayashi to allow accessing at least one voice 
imprint from a third party server as taught by Gallick. The motivation for the modification is to 
have doing so in order to provide third party verification service. 

Conclusion 

14. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. Bassenyemukasa et al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,623,539) teach Using voice signal analysis 
to identify authorized users of a telephone system. Church et al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,283,833) 
teach Method and apparatus for speech processing using morphology and rhyming, Chan et al. 
(U.S. Patent No. 6,697,456) teach Speech analysis based answer detection for IP based 
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telephones and Logan (U.S. Pub. No. 2002/0181671) teach Cellular telephone with audio 
recording subsystem. 

15. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Alam Elahee whose telephone number is (703) 305-4822. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Mon to Fri from 9:00am to 5:30pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor. Fan Tsang can be reached on (703) 305-4895. The fax phone numbers for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned are (703) 872-9306 for regular 
communications and for After Final communications. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding 
should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is (703) 305-4750. 

MD SHAFIUL ALAM ELAHEE 
October 29, 2004 




